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FILE: y wond Kluhow - Trive) Tipenses 1n Coumsction
MATTER OF: \l_ : hmeral :
hloyl- vhe returned to duty station to attend
funaral of mother 'dlleges that mission was

DIGEST:

substantially completed bsfore return and second

trip was for differemt purposa.

Clain for travel

expenses may ba paid {f agency determines that
mission was substentially completed or second
trip was for different objective, 3See B-175511,
April 23, 1972, and B=164873, Augwat 21, 1968,

. By letter dated Jllly 23, 1976, Nrs. ‘Doloru T. Hodges, an
luthorln‘ c"ufytn; officer of tha Dapartment of kousing and i
Urban. ncwlop-.nt, uquuud an adunu ducluon tegsrding the
proprhty otz-urufyln; fiir payucnt ‘the nehtl voucher of
Mc, ksymond Eulow for the cost aljair tunl. from Las Vegss,
Fevada, . to bnhinat.on, D.C.y and’ rJt.um. Tha claim was o
previously sdministeatively disailowed on the basis of decision
45 Comp, Cen. 299 (1965) which atates that travel in connection
with tha Allness or death of a meaber of the employee's family ,
is personal travel snd canget be reimbursed. The record shows
that the employes returusd to his duty station to attend the
tuunl of hu mwother,

ﬂtn suhutun; his ruuh the mloyu auun l'..hlt hu vork
schedule contalns no _prescribed’ perfod of traval bt Lastead
favolves conunuous travel as is deemed’ necessary in the conduct
of various iavuttgatlom. He further states that he {requently
returas to:his duty station for processing the raw material from
said invuugauotu. Xn addition, he allegas that his work.was
substentially rmiploted at the time of his return to his duty
station sud that the second trip involved an unrelated matter.

Im luppor: of his uclal.- the -ployu clm our dccilloxu

of these’ declltm iavolve mop&m to the ;mul Tule stated
im 83 Comp. Gea, 299, gupra, which precludes reimbursement for
travel incideat to the death or illness of a famlly member. In
B=164873, ‘g_um, the temporary duty travel was performed for thes
purpose of accomplishing two separats and distinct objectives,
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In D175511, hra, the returm travel vas accomp] {abad after the
employee had "sulstantially completed” his mission. In the {irst
cass wa held that reimbursement could Le made upons s proper
adainistrative detemmination that the swployee would have parfovmed
travel to accomplish one of the two separate odjectivzs. In the
secand case we pemaitted reimbursesent upon an adainistrative
determination that the employee had substantislly complated his
niasion,
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. In the instaut case it appuu that the u.p.\ovu may qualifly for
reimbursement under sithex the exception stated'{r =164875, supra,
or the exception atated in Be173511, suprs, Accord.agly, if it is
adainistratively determined that Mr. Eluhow qualiffed for cither of
the exceptions mentioned above, no objection will be raised by
this Office to certification for payment of the claim.
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